This paper explains the organization of our experiment in applied econometrics, where participating teams had one year (1 July 1995 to 1 August 1996) to answer specific economic questions with a specified data set, but using their own methodology and economic insights. In the end, eight teams completed their task. We give detailed information about the rules and the tasks, we provide the essence of our correspondence with the teams and the assessors, and summarize what happened at the workshop in Tilburg (December 1996) and afterwards.
INTRODUCTION
This paper contains a technical description of the organization of the experiment. We had been thinking about an experiment for many years and discussed it with many people. The experiment in its current form was first announced in the May 1995 issue of the Journal of Applied Econometrics (Magnus and Morgan, 1995a). We told prospective participants that we had selected one classic paper-Tobin (1950)-and we briefly summarized the purpose, the data, the tasks, and the assessments of the experiment. Then we invited participants to come forward and perform the described tasks within one year. In total, 39 individuals or teams wrote to us. (Four teams who wanted to participate after the deadline were allowed to do so.) The teams were geographically distributed as follows: We anticipated that there would be questions from the participants during the year. In order to sustain complete equality of information, we promised that, if at all appropriate, we would send the question and our answer to all participants. We also promised that, if we discovered relevant papers, we would inform participants about these. Papers mentioned at the start as possibly useful were Chetty (1968), Maddala (1971) and, in particular, Izan (1980) . In Section 2 we describe the rules of the experiment. Section 3 contains the tasks that we set to the participating teams. In Section 4 we ask the participants to keep a logbook and provide instructions on the report. A summary of our correspondence with the participants by e-mail during the year is given in Section 5. The assessors and their role in the experiment is described in Section 6. Section 7 explains the organization of the workshop in Tilburg. Finally, Section 8 summarizes our activities between the workshop and the publication of this Special Issue.
Participants

THE RULES
We believed that strict rules were necessary for the success of the experiment. Comparability of the results (difficult in the best of worlds) would depend on strict controls of certain aspects of the experiment. We attempted, however, to keep the rules as simple as possible. These were our rules. 
Use of the Data
THE TASKS3
There were five tasks. We hoped participants would attempt to undertake all five tasks, but we made it clear that this was not necessary if a particular task could not be performed within the framework of the participant's methodology. The tasks were described as follows. 
Own Task
Define your own task (within the context of the data sets provided). Describe the problem, your procedures and results.
THE LOGBOOK AND REPORT4
The Logbook
Most scientific research relies on a large amount of 'tacit knowledge'-knowledge which is not part of formal theoretical ideas (either statistical or economic), but which is an essential element in conducting applied scientific research. It is this knowledge, gained from experience, which guides the scientist in deciding what to do next and how to do it. It seems reasonable to assume that this is the case in econometrics as well.
In an attempt to learn more about the process of applied econometrics, and to access the sort of tacit knowledge involved, we asked all participants to join us in an attempt to throw light on this important aspect of econometric research. As a mechanism for keeping track of the process we suggested the 'logbook'. It is commonplace in other scientific fields to keep lab notebooks. These record the procedures used, the various steps taken as the research progresses, false avenues, interim results, and other details the scientist wishes to keep track of. These records, directly or indirectly, can reveal much about the research process. We asked all our participants to keep such notebooks, which we call 'logbooks' and which form an important element of the experiment.
There are no hard and fast rules about what should be in a logbook. Different participating groups might keep note of different aspects. But at a minimum we think it should include notes on data preparation work, the order of work on each task, failed steps as well as successful ones, and so forth. The logbook record ought to be sufficient for the author to reconstruct the path of the author's work and the reasoning behind it.
We asked that a summary of the logbook be included in the final report in a shortened form (2-3 pages). In this way, other participants (and later the readers of the reports), would be able to learn about the process of applied econometrics.
The Report
We told participating teams that the Special Issue of the Journal of Applied Econometrics would include a full description of the experiment including the tasks, data description and sources. These should therefore not be repeated in each author's report. Instead, participants' reports should focus on how the tasks are undertaken, the outcomes interpreted, and the results assessed according to self-set criteria.
We asked the authors to bear in mind the following guidelines and requests: 
E-MAIL MESSAGES SENT TO PARTICIPANTS
Our main constraint was space, and our main publication considerations were accurate reporting of the experiment in conjunction with interest, variety and quality of the experimental reports. On the basis of the assessors' comments and general discussion at the workshop, we first decided to drop our policy question task (item 3.4 above). It was generally agreed that the policy task had been poorly conceived by us. We also emphasized (again) that all reports should have a short logbook. On the basis of the assessor's comments on the intrinsic interest of the various approaches to the other experimental tasks and the quality of the reported work, we set individual page/word lengths for the revised reports, and indicated, for some reports, those sections we thought it might be appropriate to cut. We decided to publish six reports in the special issue, and all of them in the enlarged volume.
We wrote to the participating teams: 'The most important point, which we have stressed before, is that this is not a normal academic paper, but a report on an experiment. We ask you therefore to stick to the spirit of our enquiry by keeping to your original reporting both in content of the choices you made and results obtained as well as to the style of reporting. Of course you should correct typos and obvious errors in your reporting. You will need to make some cuts due to the restrictions of length imposed by the Journal. You will also want to take account of the assessors' comments where they suggested clarification of your procedures were needed. But please do not redo the work or rewrite your paper as if the assessors' comments were referees' reports. Recalculated results or changed procedures can be reported in your published "reply" to the assessors. For example, if in your first report you used expenditure rather than income data, or you used nominal income rather than real income -these were your choices and you should leave them intact. You can come back to this point in your "reply" and provide your response. ' The revised reports were received by 1 March 1997. Although most teams adhered to the spirit of the experiment in making revisions, one participant (Leamer) did substantial reworking on his time-series results as these were queried at the workshop. Another team (Dundee), at our suggestion, corrected some calculation mistakes suspected by one of the assessors. Both these changes, and other minor ones, are clearly reported by authors in their final reports. Because of our requests to cut the size of some reports, several teams were obliged to present fewer results and in more succinct form, necessitating a number of new tables.
After a final check of the team reports, we summarized the changes made for every report, and sent all reports back to the assessors on 19 March. We asked them to revise their assessment comments on each report in the style of the discussion published after papers in the Journal of the Royal Statistical Society (an ideal role model, since this was the place of publication for Tobin's original article). We also asked our assessors for any comparative comments and remarks on the experiment itself for publication in the enlarged book report of the experiment.
The final round in May 1997 was to invite the participating teams to write brief responses to the assessors' comments again taking the Journal of the Royal Statistical Society as the model.
